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Opportunity is a statement specifically requiring the "maximum feasible participation of the poor" in the new program. The intent of this requirement presumably was that an involvement of the disadvantaged in the control of their own destiny be elicited, and that some of the considerable sums paid in salary money to program staff be distributed to the poor.
Perhaps as a result of implicity expressed intent in the language of the law, or of bias on the part of professional staff members of the poverty programs, a myth has arisen. The belief is one that proclaims that individuals with personal experience in poverty are superior as staff members in poverty programs. This myth has become in many instances an unstated policy. It likely affects hiring practices, funding decisions and, 17sceps, emahtation efforts.
A literature search, and a series of conversations with poverty program staff members have failed to reveal data relevant to a testing of this myth.
(Myth is used not in a pejorative sense but rather to indicate an accepted but empirically unsupported hypothesis.)
A study, (1) of the training of individuals from poverty to be teacher aides, suggests so far that the group drawn from the poor carry the same range of abilities as other similar middle class groups, although Six one-way analyses of variance were done, testing separately for each variable differences in scores among poverty experience groups.
Because preliminary inspects of the data suggested it, and because there is a promising rationale available for positive results, among-groups sums of squares were partitioned to test the N+ groups against all other groups within each variable. An overall among-groups F was also obtained for each analysis.
Since different programs may have had interns with different meaning levels of-ability, and also may have groups of different rating standards, raw scores were not comparable beti&en programs. All raw scores were converted to standard scores The sample used for this study is not a truly random one.
It is biased because these interns are part of the group of interns for whom fairly complete data was gathered. Obviously, the possibility exists that these interns may differ as a group in some respects from interns for whom no, or inadequate, or late data was obtained.
III.
RESULTS
The mean standard scores for each poverty condition for each variable are presented in Table 1 . Higher scores mean greater ability for each variable.
In each case the group with less than one year of experience in poverty scored higher than any other group.
Tables 2 through 6 present the results of the analyses of variance performed for each of the preservice variables. In each case a significant F-ratio was obtained for the effect of the group versus all other groups combined. In only one case (Variable AC-Academic Performance and Promise), however, was the F-ratio for total among-groups variance significant. It may be argued that in the light of plis lack e of significance the above partitioniong Of the among-groups sum of squares is not legitimate, since higher scores for 11+ were not predicted in advance.
However, no claim is made for this,data which violates the strictures imposed upon its interpretation by that objection. This effect should, of course, be tested again independently, and only if observed again and with appropriate controls should great confidence be placed in its validity.
IV.
DISCUSSION
The authors feel it likely, on the basis of'the data presented herein, that there does exist an effect of previous poverty experience on success in Teacher Corps preservice programs. There are many bases on which objection may be raised to this statement.
The rationale which we' find promising as a possible explanation for these results, and which is certainly amenable to empirical test, is that the N+ group represents the bright, young, dedicated, largely middle class, Largely well educated college graduates who have sufficient motivation, idealism, and initiative to spend, perhaps, a long vacation in a migrant labor camp or to volunteer daring the academic year to work in an East
Harlem Settlement House. This is the less -than -one years experience which we suspect is represented by this group. We would expect these people to do better than probably any other group in a preservice program of thiS type. They are dedicated, young, energetic, and intelligent.
Coupled with experience, it is not surprising that they will show up better than others who may have even more to offer in a program involving more direct action rather than one which emphasizes learning a't least 8 equally as strongly as personal contact with the disadvantaged.
Poverty experience groups may be different in regard to race, education, sex, age, and a host of other possible variables. All interns are college graduates ( a few have some post-college credits, and a very few have master's degrees), and there is no hard data available to us on quality of college and pre-college training. However, we can offer data on race, sex, and age. These data are based on responses from only a part of our sample, i.e., those interns from programs which turned in to us ratings on all six dependent variables. This may or may not imply bias on this sub-sample. N's differ because, as always, not all respondents respond to all items (e.g., one intern listed his race as "off-white").
It appears that while age may be partially confounded with poverty, there is no reason to believe this to be the case for race and sex. We cannot offer a test of relationships between each of these background variables and our major dependent variables at this time. There is some reason to expect that younger people will tend to outshine older people in a training program, simply because they are more recently accustomed to school procedures any may be able to learn more quickly. However, only variable AC (ratings of Academic Performance and Promise) is directly related to academics. It is obvious that younger individuals are more likely to have had either no, or less than one year, experience in anything than older individuals simply because they have had less time. With a 9 larger group of interns it is likely that appropriate tests could be made to provide these controls.
Those who rated the interns may be from non-poverty backgrounds and may simply be endorsing their own values and behaviors. There is no data to confirm or to deny this. However, for a sizeable group of the interns, at least some ratings were made by team leaders, and for the total group of team leaders now in the Teacher Corps 39% previously lived in poverty and 60% worked in poverty. (These categories are not mutually exclusive.) This gives some indication that at least one possible source of middle class bias in ratings of interns is probably not a difficulty for us.
Further, faculty and staff for these programs were picked on the basis of their knowledge and understanding of poverty cultures and the special ethos and problems thereof.
Even if it is true that there is a relationship between poverty experience and success in these programs, there are limits on the generality of the irnplicatiois. In the first place, these were preservice programs; of much more interest will be dependent variables based upon actual per- 
